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correctly it' s dealing just with pouglas County. | would
like to strike all of that |anguage and | hope you will
support it. Then | intend to nove against the fee being

added to the nmarriage |icense, too.

SPEAKER NICHOL: _ Senator Beutler, then Senator Wesely,
Senator Hi ggins, Senator Barrett. ggpator Beut!l er, please.

SENATOR BEUTLER: | just wanted to speakbriefly jp
reinforcement of Senator  Chambers' remarks. Basically
again, ny problemis not with the goal of the bill, bat
al so, like Senator Chanbers, with the manner in which it
seeks to acconplish the end. |t seens to ne that as Senator
Chanbers has indicated what we're seeking g remedy is a
problemfor all of us and that jt doesn't make sense to tax
just a particular group of people. what justification is
there for taxing marriage licenses'? Host of the peopl e who
get married are not causing child abuse problens.
Conversely | woul d suggest to you that discouraging marriage
or the opposite situation would |lead to additional ¢hild
abuse so it seens to nme altogether wong to specify that a
particul ar group of people, those gettingmarried, "¢ the
ones who should bear the burden of these particular
programs. It seens to me that we all shoul dbear the burden
of the prograns. Someone m ght equal | y suggest to you |
suppose that perhaps marriage people ~should support the
school s because after all it is by and large people who are
married and have children who use"the gschools, but schools
are a common good. They are a benefit to society as a whole
just as child abuse prevention is 3 penefit to soci ety as a
whol e and | think should be fynded by society as a whole.
It was interesting, a few weeks ago there were sonme who were
argui ng about propertytaxes and yere disheartened by the
fact that the property tax which originally was justifiéd as
a tax to payfor services onproperty has ballooned, been
bal l ooned and ballooned wuntil it's  a tax for fjnanci ng
al rost everything in |ocal governnment, you know way beyond
its original goal anddesign and that's whatwe ave
happening now with the marriage |icense tax. Why should a
marri age_ li c_ense t ax be for anyt hi ng nore than fundi ng t he
cost of issuing a marriage license?” o jf you' re going to
get in the business of marriage licenses  funding child
prevention progranms, should we go on for that, for marriage
license funding a whole number of other ihij ngs relating to
children or problenms of marriage or divorce courts, fun%i ng
divorce courts?  Does that make nuch sense'? | suggest to
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